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Abstract 
 
The purpose of this research is to capture and interpret the stories of “outsider” 
managers who make the transition to the public sector.  These experiences are 
considered in the context of efforts to shift public management culture in a direction 
consistent with meeting contemporary demands placed on public sector 
organisations.  It is often noted that an important strategy for changing culture is the 
infusion of outsiders.  Outsiders are thought to bring new perspectives that, through a 
dialectical process (Van de Ven 1995), create the potential for change.  While there 
have been cross-sector comparisons (Broussine 1990; Silfvast 1994; Redman 1997), 
little attention has been given to the experience of those who make the transition in 
the context of efforts to reform public sector management culture. 
 
Not only is the infusion of private sector managers into the public sector a potential 
culture change strategy, it is also a personal experience for those who make the 
transition.  Boundary crossing is typically an anxiety provoking experience (Van 
Maanen & Schein 1979) and the quality of this experience influences decisions to 
commit, engage, disengage or exit.  The quality of the experience is likely to be 
affected by how the public organisation responds to people making this transition, that 
is, their investment in people processing (Saks 2007).  The cost of recruitment and 
selection processes at middle and senior management levels warrants a greater 
research focus on this transition. 
 
In this paper we argue that the experiences of those who make the transition from 
private to public sectors has much to tell us about the traps that transition managers 
experience in making this change, the implications for injecting outsider managers as 
a strategy for achieving public management culture change, and how reform-oriented 
public organisations can manage the transitions of outsider managers into the public 
sector in order that best value might be achieved for both the individual and 
organisational change goals. 
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The purpose of this research is to capture and interpret the stories of “outsider” 
managers who make the transition to the public sector.  These experiences are 
considered in the context of efforts to shift public management culture in a direction 
consistent with meeting contemporary demands placed on public sector organisations.  
Schein (2004) argues that an important strategy for changing culture is the infusion of 
outsiders.  Outsiders are thought to bring new perspectives that, through a dialectical 
process (Van de Ven & Poole 1995), create the potential for change.  While there 
have been cross-sector comparisons (Broussine 1990; Silfvast 1994), little attention 
has been given to the experience of those who make the transition in the context of 
efforts to reform public sector management culture. 
 
Not only is the infusion of private sector managers into the public sector a potential 
culture change strategy, it is also a personal experience for those who make the 
transition.  Boundary crossing is typically an anxiety provoking experience (Van 
Maanen & Schein 1979) and the quality of this experience influences decisions to 
commit, engage, disengage or exit.  The quality of the experience is likely to be 
affected by how the public organisation responds to people making this transition, that 
is, their investment in people processing (Saks, Uggerslev & Fassina 2007).  The cost 
of recruitment and selection processes at middle and senior management levels 
warrants a greater research focus on this transition. 
 
In this paper we argue that the experiences of those who make the transition from 
private to public sectors has much to tell us about the traps that transition managers 
experience in making this change, the implications for injecting outsider managers as 
a strategy for achieving public management culture change, and how reform-oriented 
public organisations can manage the transitions of outsider managers into the public 
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sector in order that best value might be achieved for both the individual and 
organisational change goals. 
 
The introduction is structured as follows.  First, we consider the strategy of infusing 
outsider managers into the public sector as a means of achieving culture change.  
Second, we consider the personal dimensions of this transition and what the literature 
says about this experience.  Finally, we consider the literature on organisational 
socialisation, that is, the means by which the transition of newcomers is facilitated by 
the organisation. 
 
Management culture change 
 
The reform or transformation of public sector management cultures continues to be an 
important area of research (Bate 2000; Dent 1992; Lurie & Riccucci 1993; Mavin & 
Bryans 2000).  While there is still a high degree of uncertainty and controversy about 
a vision for new public management, there is frequently an assumption that traditional 
public management practices and organisational designs, and the beliefs that support 
them (Greenwood & Hinings 1996; Greenwood & Hinings 1993) will not allow 
public organisations to meet contemporary and emerging demands.  There needs to 
develop a new public management, one that in broad terms is more akin to private 
sector management than to traditional public management, though its precise shape is 
as yet unclear (Poole, Mansfield & Gould-Williams 2006). 
 
Organisational (and group) culture has been defined in various ways.  The following 
definition of culture provides direct links between the experience of transitioning 
managers and culture change.  Van Maanen & Schein (1979) define organisational 
culture as: 
Any organisational culture consists broadly of long-standing rules of thumb, a 
somewhat special language, an ideology that helps edit a member's everyday 
experience, shared standards of relevance as to the critical aspects of the 
work that is being accomplished, matter-of-fact prejudices, models of social 
etiquette and demeanour, certain customs and rituals suggestive of how 
members are to relate to colleagues, subordinates, superiors, and outsiders, 
and a sort of residual category of rather plain 'horse sense' regarding what is 
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appropriate and 'smart' behaviour within the organisation and what is not 
(210). 
 
Van Maanen & Schein’s definition gives some sense, potentially at least, of what is 
the target of management culture change.  What makes the culture change endeavour 
so complex is that cultural beliefs are unwritten and not readily accessible to 
conscious thought and therefore more difficult to change.  For example, in a public 
management context, what rules of thumb, what ideology, what shared standards of 
relevance serve managerial and organisational purposes and which do not?  Which 
can be challenged and changed and which have to be accepted? 
 
Various strategies, both explicit and implicit, have been employed to achieve reform 
of public management practices in the direction of injecting alternative thinking and 
practices.  Education is an important strategy; public organisations invest heavily in 
leadership and management development (Alimo-Metcalfe 2004 ; Australian Public 
Service Commission 2004).  Second, public organisations have sought to recruit 
“outsider” managers to bring new experience and voice (Dent 1992).  This need not 
be an explicit reform strategy.  Nevertheless, injecting outsiders does have the 
potential for creating culture change (Schein 2004). 
 
It was felt that successful interchange between the private and public sectors was not 
about “ getting into each other’s world” but rather about finding new, non-
traditional and informal alternatives that will contribute to more effective dialogue 
(Varette & Zussman 1998) 
 
Outsider managers may come from various sectors: the private sector, academia, local 
government, third sector.  Alternative perspectives can be introduced by public sector 
managers moving between the different tiers of government.  In the Australian 
context, for example, public managers moving from state government to federal 
government and from federal to state can find they are working in quite different 
cultures. 
 
Injecting or infusing outsider managers into the public sector creates the potential for 
inter-cultural conflict (Bartunek & Moch 1987; Cameron & Quinn 1988).  Outsider 
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managers inject new beliefs and strategies into problem solving and decision making.  
This suggests a dialectical dynamic or driver (Van de Ven & Poole 1995).  The 
conditions for this dynamic are: 
(1) at least two entities exist (each with its own discrete identity) that oppose 
or contradict one another, (2) the opposing entities must confront each other 
and engage in a conflict or struggle through some physical or social venue, in 
which the opposition plays itself out, (3) the outcome of the conflict must 
consist either of a new entity that is different from the previous two, or (in 
degenerate cases) the defeat of one entity by the other, or a stalemate among 
the entities. 
 
Success of the strategy of injecting outsider managers into the public sector to achieve 
change relies, then, on an environment in which oppositional perspectives are played 
out.  However, there are contradictory tensions in the injection process.  When new 
recruits at any level join an organisation they are subject to a socialisation process that 
is designed to have them fit in with the prevailing culture (Ashforth, Sluss & Harrison 
2007; Van Maanen 1978).  Under these circumstances it is usually the new recruit 
rather than the organisation that changes.  The person’s attitudes and behaviour are 
moulded by various forms of induction practices that facilitate the development of 
sensemaking in the new context. 
 
However, a reform-minded organisation does not necessarily want to fit the person to 
the organisation but to fit the organisation to the person (or the class of persons).  This 
requires the new recruit to be protected from or helped to resist the messages 
communicated by those with whom they interact.  This suggests that outsider–insider 
engagement can be construed as a process of interpersonal influence (Bartunek 1993; 
Dent 1992), often far removed from the high profile structural and systems changes 
(Boyne & Martin 2004) that provide the environment for these interactions. 
 
As indicated earlier, these interactions reflect an inter-cultural engagement.  Each 
manager is socialised with a different set of cultural beliefs.  Each sector has 
developed in the way it has for good reasons and managers in each sector can provide 
good justification for doing things the way they do.  For example, Schofield (2001) 
argues that the reason public bureaucracy has persisted, despite reform efforts, is 
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because public managers are socialised to be obedient to their political leaders.  The 
stereotype of the private sector manager, on the other hand, suggests greater discretion 
and autonomy. 
 
There is no doubt that public managers can embrace change.  However, we cannot 
assume that public organisations and public managers will necessarily embrace 
alternative ways of working and managing on the basis of their interactions with 
outsiders.  Insider–outsider interactions are likely to be complex and problematic and 
trigger defensive routines and ‘fancy footwork’ (Argyris, 1990). 
 
The change process is reflected in Dent’s (1992) study of a successful culture change 
in a European rail organisation.  The culture change is defined in terms of the 
transformation of a railway culture (focus on engineering, logistics, running trains and 
social service) to a business culture (focus on being profit-driven).  A key intervention 
in bringing about this change was the recruitment of business managers.  These 
business managers (staff rather than line managers) were given responsibility for 
creating strategies for enhancing the financial performance in each sector of the 
business.  Dent reports that the business managers: 
secured increasing contexts for interaction.  Their vision gradually became 
more concrete and they persuaded others around them.  As a sufficient weight 
of opinion became used to their ideas, they staged contests. The outcomes of 
these contests became symbols standing for the business culture, endowing it 
with meaning…. There was resentment and hostility but the business 
managers let each step soak so the organisation would acclimatise (32). 
 
Being manager of a profit-driven business implies a concern, in theory at least, with 
multiple factors simultaneously; strategy (positioning the business in a particular 
environment), prioritisation, doing more with less, being less concerned with strict 
rules and procedures and more with achieving outcomes and establishing the degree 
to which these outcomes have been achieved as a basis for improving effectiveness, 
improving efficiency and improving the capacity to do better next time.  Kitchener & 
Gask (2003) suggest that the professional logic is being replaced by a managerial 
logic, “which sanctions executives to implement the commercial arrangements that 
reformers hope will be cheaper for society to maintain” (21). 
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The traditional public management model is driven by professionalism “which 
legitimates the structures, power distributions and practices preferred by expert 
workers” (Kitchener & Gask 2003).  Public organisations are managed by discipline 
specific content experts.  For example, a public organisation responsible for roads 
infrastructure is managed by engineering professionals, a treasury department is 
managed by an economist or a financier. Their content knowledge, and keeping up to 
date in content knowledge, is at the forefront. Their management expertise (a process 
capability), and keeping up to date with the growing body of knowledge on managing, 
is less important.  Of course this does not exclude the possibility that the discipline 
professional is also a highly capable manager, it just means that management 
capabilities are likely to be traded off for content knowledge. 
 
Mintzberg (1989) provides one way of explaining the limitations of an exclusive 
focus on a professional orientation.  Mintzberg sees organisations as being the product 
of seven forces; direction, proficiency, efficiency, concentration, innovation and 
learning, competition, collaboration.  All of these forces are necessary for 
organisational effectiveness, though in practice all forces are not equally strong in 
influencing organisational design outcomes.  Organisational designs or configurations 
emerge from one of these forces dominating but not to the exclusion of the other 
forces.  Ineffectiveness is likely if one force dominates to the exclusion of the other 
forces. 
 
For example, Mintzberg agues that professional organisations are driven by 
proficiency; professionals seek to do the best job they can: engineers will seek to 
build the best roads they can.  However, if the pursuit of proficiency operates to the 
exclusion of a concern for, say, direction (establishing why a particular service is 
delivered and what outcomes are required - the “road to nowhere”), or efficiency 
(possibly trading off some proficiency in the interests of achieving other priorities) 
then over time the organisation is less likely to be able to satisfy various external and 
internal stakeholders. 
 
The implication of Mintzberg’s view is that managing involves a greater concern for 
monitoring and manipulating the strength and relationship among these forces.  It is 
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possible that private sector managers have traditionally faced these trade-off problems 
more than public sector managers, where a concern for proficiency is typically more 
important.  Whatever the case, the issue has to do with the degree of difference 
between managing in the public and private sectors. 
 
The scale of public management culture reform is contingent on how different the two 
sectors are.  Some researchers have suggested that, at least in capability terms, there is 
little difference between public and private sector management (Silfvast & Quaglieri 
1994) in which case the transition from private to public sector is likely to be 
relatively seamless. 
 
Others have been less willing to equate the two.  In a recent empirical investigation of 
the convergence hypothesis, Poole, Mansfield & Gould-Williams (2006) report that 
the public-private relationship is far from clear and the thesis of a straightforward 
convergence towards the private sector is difficult to sustain (1071). 
 
Osborne & Gaebler (1992) suggest that the difference between public and private is 
dramatic.  In particular, they advocate a shift towards a private sector model which 
they claim will benefit not just the capacity to achieve sector outcomes but will also 
benefit the experience of public servants.  The following gives a sense of their 
argument: 
Many employees in bureaucratic governments feel trapped.  Tied down by 
rules and regulations, numbed by monotonous tasks, assigned jobs they know 
could be accomplished in half the time if they were only allowed to use their 
minds, they live lives of quiet desperation.  When they have the opportunity to 
work for an organisation with a clear mission and minimal red tape - as in 
Visalia or St. Paul or East Harlem - they are often reborn.  When they are 
moved into the private sector, they often experience the same sense of 
liberation (38). 
 
In summary, there have long been advocates for change in public sector management 
culture and practice.  However, public management is not a thing or an end state but a 
developing process.  In concept, if there is not one public management there is a 
diversity of practices and beliefs that go into a mix that informs decisions about how 
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to manage the complex problems facing the sector.  More than likely, the public 
management / outsider interplay will involve shaping and reshaping as circumstances 
and demands change.  Consequently, the tension between public and outsider 
management is likely to be an ongoing and significant source of innovation and 
change in both sectors.  One of the key ways that this innovation and change might 
occur is through the infusion of senior outsider managers into the public sector 
management mix.  In this paper we are concerned with what the transitioning 
experience of these managers has to tell us about the efficacy of the infusion strategy 
and how this strategy might be improved. 
 
The experience of transition 
 
Injecting senior outsider managers into the public sector is not just a strategy for 
achieving culture change; it is also a personal experience for those who make the 
transition (Blumenthal 1983).  The transition or boundary crossing experience has 
been variously characterised as anxiety provoking (Van Maanen 1979; Ashforth 
2007), an “upending” experience, reality shock and surprise.  If culture change 
outcomes are to be achieved, it is critical that we know something about this 
experience in the context of a change agenda, what traps for the unwary, if addressed, 
might improve the transition, and how it contributes to the transitioning manager’s 
intention to stay and engage or disengage and exit (Ashforth, 2007). 
 
As discussed in the previous section, the nature of the interaction is likely to be 
conflicted as outsiders seek to have their voice and their management culture 
incorporated into the public management mix.  There is a small literature on the dark 
side (as opposed to the romance) of change leadership that gives some insight into the 
transitioning experience.  For example, Heifetz & Linsky (2002) argue that 
organisational change leadership is likely to be contentious and that much less 
attention has given to exploring the “dark side” of change leadership, that is, the 
inevitable attempts to take you out of the game which may include direct personal 
attacks, being marginalised, being identified with a single issue and losing authority. 
 
Little direct evidence of the experience of senior managers making the transition into 
the public sector exists.  This research provides a first step in getting a better insight 
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into this experience and its implications.  One factor that may influence the 
experience of these managers is the organisation’s orientation to the socialisation of 




In the previous section we argued that the transition from outside to inside the public 
sector for managers who bring, potentially (depending on the degree of convergence  
between non-public sector and public sector management cultures) is likely to be 
intense and involve acting in ways that are counter-cultural (Martin & Siehl 1983; 
Rose 1988).  Nevertheless, from an organisational perspective, those responsible for 
achieving management culture change will want to intervene to achieve change 
outcomes. 
 
Organisational systems can facilitate the transition of outsiders and help them achieve 
joint personal and organisational outcomes.  Organisational socialization refers to the 
"process by which one is taught and learns 'the ropes' of a particular organizational 
role; it is the process by which an “individual acquires the social knowledge and skills 
necessary to assume an organisational role” (211).  Van Maanen & Schein (1979) 
define socialisation tactics as “the ways in which the experiences of individuals in 
transition from one role to another are structured for them by others in the 
organisation (230). 
 
Van Maanen (1978) and Van Maanen & Schein (1979) identified six dimensions of 
tactics of socialisation: collective versus individual socialisation process; formal 
versus informal socialisation processes; sequential versus variable socialisation 
process; fixed versus variable socialisation processes; serial versus disjunctive 
socialisation processes; and investiture versus diversiture socialisation processes. 
 
Subsequently, Jones (1986) identified two configurations of socialisation tactics on 
these dimensions: (1) institutionalised socialisation (collective, formal, sequential, 
fixed, serial, and investiture), and (2) individualised socialisation (individual, 
informal, random, variable, disjunctive, and divesture) involves the new person being 
left on his or her own to manage adjustment. 
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In a recent meta-analysis of the relationship between socialisation tactics and 
newcomer adjustment, Saks, Uggerslev & Fassina (2007) found that institutionalised 
socialisation tactics were negatively related to role ambiguity, role conflict, and 
intentions to quit, and positively related to fit perceptions, job satisfaction, 
organisational commitment, job performance, and a custodial role orientation. 
 
However, little attention has been given to assessing the relationship between 
socialisation tactics and culture change outcomes.  We are interested then in whether 
there is evidence of perceived change or whether the pre-existing culture is reinforced 
rather than changed.  Stated in another way the options may be: (a) the new is rejected 
(b) the old is rejected, or (c) a synthesis emerges that reflects the best of both insider 
and outsider. 
 
Summary and research questions 
 
In summary, little prior research has focused on the experience of outsider managers 
who make the transition to the public sector, and how these experiences inform our 
understanding of public management culture change and the people-processing 
practices of public organisations to facilitate this culture change.  Following from this 
gap in the literature, our research questions are (1) how do private sector managers 
experience the transition into the public sector and what traps impede this transition? 
(2) what does this experience tell us about the reform of public management culture? 
and (3) what does this experience tell us about facilitating the transition of managers 




The research questions are addressed using an interpretive approach.  In particular, the 
research involves the capture and interpretation of private sector manager stories 
about their transition experience.  From the perspective of the symbolism tradition, 
story telling is a critical means by which people make sense of, reinforce and change 
their social environment (Boje 1994). 
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As maps, stories provide direction in sense making and guide behaviour.  Boje (1991) 
described stories as bits and pieces of organisational experience that are recounted 
socially to formulate recognizable, cogent, defensible, and rational collective 
accounts that serve as precedents for individual assumption, decision, and action. 
(Parry & Hansen 2007) 
 
Consequently, it is assumed that stories and storytelling provide an important means 
of accessing the nature of the experience of managers who make the transition into the 
public sector (Boje1994).  One function of organisational stories is to reinforce the 
pre-existing culture.  An important component of socialising new employees is that 
they learn organisational stories as a way of making sense of what it means to be a 
member of the organisation. In this research we are interested in if and how these 
stories reflect the possibility of culture change (James & Minnis 2004; Garcia-
Lorenzo 2004). 
 
Six senior managers participated in this pilot phase of our research project.  Accessing 
busy senior managers can be difficult.  The small number of participants does pose 
limitations on our ability to draw conclusions from the data.  Nevertheless, the data do 
provide direction for future research. 
 
A convenience sampling strategy was employed.  Participants were identified through 
the authors’ personal networks in the public sector.  These contacts were able to 
provide the names of senior managers who had made the transition from other sectors 
to the public sector.  Each participant was contacted and the intent of the research was 
explained.  Participation was voluntary and anonymity and confidentiality was 
guaranteed.  Three participants were chief executives, one was a senior general 
manager, and two were mid- to high level functional (HR) managers.  The 
participants were employed in the public sectors of two different Australian 
jurisdictions. 
 
Semi-structured interviews were designed to capture the experience of the 
participants.  Six questions were posed: (1) what considerations led to your decision 
to your decision to shift from the private to the public sector, (2) have you found 
differences between managing in the private and public sectors (3) how would you 
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describe your experience of the transition from private to public sector (4) can you 
identify an experience that captures your experience of this transition (5) in your 
experience, how has public sector management changed in the time you have been in 





In this analysis we focus on the transition experience of participants and what this 
experience says about (1) the inter-cultural engagement involved in this transition and 
(2) how supportive of the transition was the employing organisation.  To facilitate 
analysis and discussion we consider the respondents’ stories of the transition in line 
with the questions posed.  While some data reduction was necessary, as far as possible 
we report as much of the story as we can.  It is in the story that we get a sense of 
transition managers’ experience. 
 
Perception of differences between outside and inside management 
 
All participants indicated that their public sector experience was very different from 
their prior experience in the private sector reinforcing the idea that the transition is an 
inter-cultural and not a seamless one.  
One very important thing ….is the difference between appearance and reality. 
(Blumenthal 1983) 
 
For Chief Executive 1, who moved from a senior academic role to the public sector, 
the difference related to rules governing how hierarchical relationships operated and 
the experience of being trapped in a system of paper flows that impeded, rather than 
facilitated managerial behaviour: 
I was struck by two things when I joined; the differentials and deference in 
hierarchical relationships in the public sector.  In the university setting I was 
used to more horizontal and collegiate relationships – this was a big cultural 
shift and (second) the detailed and intense processes for moving paper around 
and no way to short cut it.  Felt trapped by that – task to “correct and flick 
on” – push info into the system. 
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For this manager, relationships with the ministerial office were also governed by rules 
that restricted access and being able to incorporate this ministerial perspective in 
managerial decision making: 
Another issue was the need to develop a relationship with the ministerial office 
– though this was protected and restricted turf, and there was an effort to stop 
me from doing this.  The effect, however, was a lack of direct knowledge of the 
thinking in the ministerial office.  So my interactions with the ministerial office 
tended to be brief and crisis driven. 
 
CE3’s experience supports this experience 
Ministers have a lot more influence down into the public service 
organisations. There is little separation between their role and that of the 
CE’s which is confusing and difficult to work with. 
 
For this manager, then, managerial work was governed not so much by what was 
required to get the job done but by rules that inhibited engaging with people to 
facilitate information processing. 
 
A similar theme is reflected in the responses of a second male chief executive (CE2): 
I am very “American” in my perception of the public service.  I hate the word 
bureaucracy and tend to ignore it.  The public service talks a different 
language.  I did not understand the output/ outcome debate.  It is difficult to 
get a real sense of what is going on. 
 
For this manager, there seemed a tendency to acknowledge the differences between 
his prior managerial experience and public sector managing (the bureaucracy and the 
managerial language used) but then to try to ignore them. His views on public service 
language are supported by Blumenthal(1983): 
 
When you come into the job, you learn often by mistakes that there are code 
words you must avoid, and others you can use to state a certain proposition. 
 
IRSPM13 Traps for the unwary 16
For female senior manager 3 (SM1), who made the transition into the public sector 
from local government, the differences were related to decision making latitude or 
discretion: in local government there was delegating down, in the public sector there 
was delegating up: 
(In my former managerial role) There is a lot more freedom to decide and act 
in local government.  There is also more delegating down.  I suppose that’s 
because there are not as many people and I had to do a lot of things for 
myself.  Important decisions are made lower down in (name deleted) than in 
the public sector where there is a tendency to push tough decisions up. 
 
A second key observation of SM1 was the lack of support to help her learn the ropes; 
there was a tendency to let her learn the ropes the hard way: 
When I joined the public sector I did not realise the constraints of public 
service and people would watch me go off and do something with a “she’ll 
find out” attitude. 
 
However for SM1, managing people, at least those below her in the hierarchy, was the 
same: 
Managing people is pretty much the same everywhere – if I am clear on the 
direction I am taking, I take them with me.  I am fairly stubborn. 
 
For female HR specialist 1 (HR1), the surprising difference related to the horizontal 
boundaries that existed and how these boundaries constrained her ability to make 
sense of how the whole system worked, something that would seem important for a 
staff professional manager: 
My current organisation is a professional bureaucracy – there is a dominant 
professional elite and if you are not a member of this professional elite they 
don’t take you too seriously.  Indeed my professional capabilities tend to be 
de-valued – if you are not in the dominant professional group you are not 
important.  In the private sector you had to establish that you and your role is 
value-adding. 
In the private sector I had a broader concept of the business – so even though 
I was in HR I had exposure to and involvement in operations management.  
IRSPM13 Traps for the unwary 17
This is not the case in the public sector.  It is very compartmentalised.  There 
is a silo mentality and there are few linkages across the organisation. 
 
As with SM3, the discretion available to HR1 was constrained: 
I have much less discretion in the public sector – to get anything decided you 
have to run the decision by several people. 
 
Female HR specialist 2’s (HR2) experience of the difference between private and 
public sector managing was similar to that of HR1: 
The public sector is much more bureaucratic – the number of levels in the 
hierarchy surprised me.  I am not sure what all these people do – many seem 
to be paid a lot to do not very much.  Certainly not much evidence of their 
having discretion to manage – I certainly didn’t.  The boundaries surprised 
me as well – the dominant professional group ran the show. 
 
In summary, managing in the public sector is different from managing in other sectors 
– it is therefore an inter-cultural experience for the managers making the transition.  
Two key themes captured the dimensions of this inter-cultural engagement.  First, the 
nature of relationships, and how relationships worked, was different in the public 
sector.  Relationships up, down and across the organisation tended to impede 
managing.  Relationships were constrained by hierarchy and deference, language, and 
cross-functional power differences.  The second theme, discretion or limits to it, was 
reflected in participants’ responses.  Participants had much less discretion to act in the 
public sector and there was less delegation downward and more delegation upward.  
Underlying both themes is the issue of power and its distribution across the 
organisation. 
 
Cultural beliefs around power distribution are likely to be the most difficult to 
influence, particularly by outsiders (though see Ashburner et al 1996).  This is not to 
suggest that this issue is not also reflected in managing in other sectors.  However, the 
fact that these participants experienced the issue of power and its distribution more 
intensely suggests that its scale is greater in the public sector.  Moreover, these 
differences constrained their ability to challenge the prevailing management culture. 
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If you wish to make substantive changes, policy changes, and the department 
employees don’t like what you’re doing, they have ways of frustrating you, or 
stopping you, that do not exist in private industry (Blumenthal 1983) 
 
 It was either learn the ropes, through harsh experience, or try to ignore those aspects 
of the system that inhibited action.  It is noteworthy that power distribution is also 
reflected in Osborne & Gaebler’s (1992) viewpoint cited in the introduction to this 
paper.  This was one of their justifications for advocating a shift to re-invented 
government. 
 
Experience of the transition 
 
In addition to perceptions of differences between outsider management and public 
sector management, participants were asked to reflect on their experience of the 
transition into the public sector. Blumenthal (1983) describes the culture shock of the 
shift from private sector to public sector as “like moving suddenly to a very foreign 
country”.  
CE1 reported that when he joined the public sector it was going through a period of 
major change following a change of government.  His experience reinforces the 
relationship theme identified in the previous section: 
(My transition) was made murkier by change and reviews going on.  There 
was an overall sense of uncertainty and instability.  There was a lot of job 
insecurity.  I was quite sympathetic with the junior staff who had no access to 
information about what was going on.  (During this time) I felt a victim of 
change – I felt very uncomfortable in my first year. 
 
(This discomfort was) exacerbated by being led to believe that some of the 
people working with me were linked to the previous government.  I was quietly 
told not to trust the people working for me. 
 
For CE1 there was little effort on the organisation’s part to facilitate his transition into 
a senior management role in the public sector: 
There was no facilitation of transition into the public sector apart from a 
briefing on document proformas and a briefing on administrivia.  I did not 
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have a mentor – though I didn’t know what I didn’t know.  At that point I had 
no foresight to know what questions to ask. 
 
For CE2 the transition to a senior management role was particularly difficult: 
I felt at sea –seasick with a rolling, meandering, disorienting feeling.  When I 
got to my first job in (place deleted), a corner office, it was “here is your desk, 
here is your job, get on with it”.  I was left alone for two days before anyone 
came near me.  There was a complete absence of assistance with enculturation 
and induction.  In the (organisation name deleted), the director-general 
played a role – he was my mentor – by that I mean someone who stages your 
development for you by their belief in you and looking out for you. 
CE3 reinforced the experience of too many rules and regulations, too much red tape. 
I suppose the tough bit was working with the other executives particularly on 
things like policy and corporate services - finance, procurement, HR etc where 
there are so many rules and regulations.  Some of these seem contradictory 
and they all make a lot of work and take a lot of time. 
For CE2, pre-existing public management is fearful of the new management 
ideologies.  His experience was that his approach to managing was dramatically 
different from the dominant public management approach.  Again, his experience 
reinforces the relationship and discretion themes indicated in the previous section: 
In the public sector I found a complete dichotomy, more than that, a complete 
contradiction between what is espoused and what is practiced.  Anyone who 
leads from ‘below the green line*’ is unusual and seen as a threat.  The 
Minister and most senior public servants all work ‘above the green line’ and 
are terrified of the ideas espoused by Wheatley, Rogers, Ed Schein etc [a 
reference to leadership program still being offered and opening up these 
questions] 
 
For SM3, the transition to a senior management role was also difficult.  She felt her 
prior experience was devalued and that the environment was hostile to her successful 
entry: 
I was naïve and did not expect it to be too different.  I found that the public 
sector here viewed (organisation name deleted) as ‘Hicksville’.  They have 
disdain for it and believe that it does not do anything of significance.  The 
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public sector is not welcoming to newcomers, particularly at higher levels.  
People did not involve me in what was happening.  They did not share their 
networks.  I had to establish my own networks.  You have to work it out for 
yourself.  If you get the senior job you should know how to do the job from day 
one.  You should be aware of every nuance.  This is because you have usually 
beaten someone who is a long-serving public servant. 
 
In addition, the organisation did not facilitate SM1’s entry into the public sector.  If 
you did not know what you didn’t know, you had to learn the hard way.  In these 
circumstances, asking a question would not guarantee a helpful answer.  The question 
would be answered, however if the question did not encompass relevant contingencies 
these would not be volunteered: 
There was no induction either to the public sector or the organisation for 
senior executives.  If you are from another jurisdiction you have to know the 
specific question to ask because you are aware that there will be a process or 
system or something.  Assuming it is the same as where you came from is a 
danger.  If you ask the question you will get a direct response to the question 
but not all the details and checks of the process.  Getting taken very seriously 
has been difficult as I am very quiet which means I do not like to put myself or 
my views out there.  People underestimated my strength of purpose. 
 
For HR1, the transition was something of a shock.  Her initial enthusiasm for what 
seemed an exciting professional career opportunity was quickly tempered by quite a 
different reality.  Moreover, in her particular experience the turnover rate among 
private sector managers making the transition was very high: 
(Initially I was very) enthusiastic – particularly in the context of the reform of 
the public sector through, in part, the development and professionalisation of 
HR.  I found significant adaptation was required on my part.  In efforts to 
professionalise HR in the public sector organisation there were eleven new 
appointees, nine of whom were from outside the public sector.  There are only 
two of this group left. 
 
However, HR1 does believe that she influenced public management in that she 
contributed to a strategic HR orientation.  However, having such an orientation does 
IRSPM13 Traps for the unwary 21
not guarantee implementation.  In her experience implementation was impeded by 
closed and power-differentiated cross-functional relationships: 
I do feel I contributed to the development of a strategic orientation in HR 
though it is not linked to operations, which are dominated by the dominant 
profession.  Overall, I experienced some frustration – getting decisions made 
involved several levels and documentation – a lot of paperwork. 
 
HR1 believes her experience in the public sector has made the opportunity to return 
successfully to the private sector much less likely: 
Over time the experience (in the public sector) has been deskilling – I would 
find it difficult to move back to the private sector at this stage. 
 
For HR2, the transition experience was particularly difficult.  She decided to leave: 
In my case it wasn’t a very pleasant experience and I didn’t last.  I left 
swearing I would never work in the public sector again. 
 
In summary, the themes related to relationships, discretion and power were further 
reinforced.  For all of the participants in this pilot study their transition into public 
sector management (both senior and functional management) was personally difficult.  
Such transitions are typically difficult.  However, it is noteworthy that in each case the 
organisation (its systems and its people) provided little help.  The impression given by 
these reports is of a work environment that is hostile to outsiders.  The hostility was 
expressed passively (in the sense of not helping newcomers learn the ropes and indeed 
letting them learn the hard way) and actively hostile (in the sense of perceiving that 




Participants were asked to report a story that illustrated their transition experience.  
CE1 reported a change management experience (as noted above, change dominated 
his early experience in the public sector):  His experience, in contrast to that in the 
academic sector, was that change management was characterised by exclusion, being 
secretive – despite initial espoused sanction to consult: 
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The first draft of our organisational review became available and I was told 
that it was appropriate for internal consultation to take place.  I took this 
seriously and passed copies to people in the department.  Two days later I was 
told it was a misunderstanding. I was now told it wasn’t for internal 
consultation – that it would be inflammatory and therefore for my eyes only.  
It was thought to be “sensitive” and could end up with the opposition leader 
in the House.  If I had had better networks I would not have made that 
mistake.  So I got mixed messages. Two faced nature of organisational 
change, the top down way and bringing people along – there is an inherent 
tension.  I didn’t have the authority to be a good change manager. 
 
However, the more relational and consultative approach CE1 preferred was more 
accepted in another context.  In particular, where relationships were less hierarchical, 
the collegiate and process orientation he brought from academia was more successful: 
(My experience was) a little different in my work on inter-organisational 
relations - here I was able to rely on seeking convergence of views – I could 
rely on good will.  This was my trademark skill and it was widely appreciated 
and where I was able to use it I developed a good reputation 
 
CE2’s experience story developed the theme of a work environment that was actively 
hostile to managing, again reinforcing the relationship theme: 
I had an isolating experience.  They appointed a person to be my 2IC (second-
in-charge) who undid all that I put in place.  He came from a command and 
control PS culture.  Staff experienced compliant diversity and dominant 
strictures.  He isolated me from those above and below me.  He undermined 
my directions: “(Participant) said do this … now my (2IC) view is that we will 
do ….”.  I was dependent on those who worked for me.  I was set up for failure 
by someone who wanted my job and succeeded in marginalizing me.  He 
underestimated my career profile.  The overall PS culture is one of 
compliance; bullies prevail. 
 
CE3 ‘s experience of performance management highlights one of the challenges of 
pubic service – the freedom to “hire and fire”.  
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In the PS I have to keep trying to make this difficult relationship work which 
means that this person appears get their own way and in doing so damages a 
lot of the people along the way. Public sector does not know how to deal with 
this type situation. There are a lot of rules about performance management, 
bullying etc which can be interpreted in many ways. They impact a CE’s 
ability to take tough decision like this. 
SM1’s story reinforced the themes of relationships and discretion: 
When I joined the public sector I wanted to purchase something fairly 
expensive.  I asked one of my senior staff about the process and was told that 
the Chief Executive would sign off for me … so I did the paperwork, and went 
and knocked on his door to take it to him, which is what I would have done in 
the local government.  I was sent away to go through the appropriate steps, 
and get the checks in place (Finance Branch, Procurement Branch) before he 
would sign it.  Ultimately, what I had been told was right – he would sign 
finally, but it was what I wasn’t told that made me look inexperienced.  It was 
a rapid learning experience for me. 
 
HR2’s story reinforces the theme of an environment hostile to outsiders: 
I joined the public service after several years in the finance industry.  I was 
recruited to head up a training and development function in a very large 
technically-oriented public sector organisation.  I was given no particular 
brief other than to develop the training function.  It wasn’t clear to me what 
needs had to be met – basically no one said anything to me so I assumed I was 
being given some space to do what had to be done.  I tried to access the 
strategy documents – though there was really nothing to access.  I developed a 
process for conducting a training needs analysis to determine what training 
should be offered.  I arranged to meet with a selection of managers and 
supervisors from various function.  The Executive Director’s displeasure was 
palpable – he indicated he wanted a supervisor development program for 
administrative staff.  This left a really bad taste in my mouth and one I never 
really got over – the fact that I still remember it clearly indicates its degree of 
unpleasantness. I felt I had been dropped in it.  
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However, HR2 did indicate that through developing relationships with technical 
managers that she was subsequently able to introduce a cross-functional management 
development program.  The initial success of this program was related to it being 
presented by academics from a local university rather than by internal professional 
staff.  HR2 also indicated that it was difficult to judge to what extent the program had 
an impact on managing in the organisation. 
 
In summary, these stories reinforce the earlier themes of relationships and discretion.  
Relationships, in particular, were problematic.  There is a clear indication that 
outsiders are not well accepted and left to learn the ropes through their own devices, 
that is, individualised socialisation rather than institutionalised socialisation (Jones 
1986).  In addition, while there are many constraints, there is some evidence of 
change.  However, there is little evidence that this change had any fundamental 
influence on cultural beliefs about relationships, discretion and power distribution.  
This issue will be taken up in the next section. 
 
Perception of change in public sector management 
 
On the basis of participants’ experience there appears to be little real change in public 
sector management during the course of their experience: 
 
For CE2, there is still frustration related to form rather than substance: 
I feel there is disdain for the reports done – they are done to satisfy the 
process.  Public sector succeeds in what’s expected.  I would not have read 
90% of the reports that come across my desk.  Most of the stuff is just that – 
stuff!  We put it together for policy but it has no real impact.  It does not get to 
the point of management.  It is junk. 
 
For SM1, the public sector environment remained a difficult, frustrating and 
potentially hostile one: 
More rules, more risk averse which means staff further down push tough 
decisions up the line.  Bureaucratic! 
The relationship with ministers and the government is a tricky one – where do 
they draw the line? 
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There are some good people working across the service.  There are also some 
in senior roles you cannot trust who seek to hurt and destroy you. 
 
For HR1, change is reflected in a greater focus on development and while there are 
isolated pockets of excellence, there was not yet a critical mass: 
There is a greater focus on leadership and management development 
programs and greater use of jargon though little evidence of behaviour 
change.  I could point to some individuals who exemplify good management 
practice, though there is not a critical mass of such managers.  The public 
sector is still very bureaucratic, still silos. 
 
For HR3, there was little evidence of fundamental change: 
I am not sure I would call much of what I saw ‘managing’ – a lot of people I 
met did not seem to have much discretion to manage but they could make life 
difficult for those under them.  I remember one guy coming to see me – he had 
a PhD (in the dominant profession) but was having serious difficulty with his 
female boss.  She would abuse him in front of staff – called him incompetent 
etc. she was threatening not to sign off on his probation.  He had transferred 
from inter-state, bought a house and got his kids into school.  The guy was a 
mess. 
 
In summary, the limited data suggest that fundamental change in the public 
management culture is far from established, a finding broadly consistent with the 
findings of Bradley & Parker’s (2006) large-scale quantitative study of culture change 
in the public sector.  In addition, the data suggest that the strategy of infusing 
outsiders into the public sector (1) produces some significant tensions in what is an 
inter-cultural engagement and (2) raises important issues about how the transitioning 
of senior managers from outside the public sector might be facilitated to the 
advantage of both the transitioning manager and the organisation. 
 
In particular, cultural beliefs about relationships, discretion and power distribution 
seemed to create a particularly problematic transitioning experience for outsiders and 
the absence of either a formal or informal socialisation program made the likelihood 
of positive outcomes for the organisation less likely. 





This research focused on capturing and interpreting outsider managers’ stories about 
their transition into the public sector.  These stories provide insight into (a) the 
experience (captured in stories) of those who have made the transition, (b) the 
efficacy of injecting private sector managers to achieve culture change, and (c) how 
public reform-minded public organisations might improve the way they implement 
this strategy.  In addition, we consider the efficacy of story telling as a means of 
understanding transitional experience.  We should note at this point that we are not 
suggesting that the public sector is necessarily worse than other sectors.  We are 
concerned with the experience of managers’ transitions into an environment which 
appears to involve and inter-cultural engagement and the implications of this 




The transition of these outsider managers was not a seamless one.  It tended to be 
emotionally intense and problematic, reactions consistent with our assumption that it 
is an inter-cultural engagement.  Three inter-related themes were reflected in 
participant stories of their transition.  These themes highlight the dimensions of the 
inter-cultural engagement; the nature of and how relationships worked, the degree of 
discretion in the role, and, underpinning both, power distribution. 
 
Organisational relationships tended to be problematic up, down and across the 
organisation.  Even for senior managers relationships up to the ministerial office were 
problematic.  Relationships down the hierarchy were also problematic; there were 
issues related to distrust, deference, and non-cooperativeness.  Relationships across 
the organisation were also problematic.  The ability of staff professionals to cross 
organisational boundaries was highly constrained.  In the main, organisational 
relationships impeded the transitioning managers’ ability to employ the practices and 
beliefs they had acquired outside the public sector. 
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Second, in the main, transitioning managers found they had much less discretion to 
act than they had experienced outside the public sector.  In the public sector, even 
senior managers found they had less discretion.  They also found that there was less 
downward delegation and more upward delegation of decision problems.  It seemed 
that these managers had less opportunity to manage in the way they thought best. 
 
Underlying both relationship and discretion themes was the distribution of power 
across the organisation.  The public sector organisations were highly centralised.  
Decision problems tended to be pushed up to the top.  Beliefs about the best way to 
distribute power tend to difficult to change, though not impossible (Ashburner et al 
1996). 
 
We found that the challenges could be grouped into systems, cultural or behavioural 
transition points.  A key question lay in how the appropriate or acceptable ways of 
doing things were made visible to the incoming manager.  How was this information 
shared, or not?  The “unwritten rules” of culture and behaviour presented continual 
traps for the unwary. 
 
Efficacy of the strategy 
 
What do the data suggest about the efficacy of injecting private sector managers into 
the public sector as a means of achieving culture change?  Certainly, the degree of 
perceived difference suggests that successful integration of private sector managers 
into the public sector does involve culture change.  To address this question there is a 
need to return to the definition of culture provided in the introduction to establish the 
nature of the culture change problem. 
 
In their definition of culture, Van Maanen & Schein (1979) identify the following key 
elements of culture: long-standing rules of thumb, a special language, an ideology, 
shared standards of relevance, matter-of-fact prejudices, models of social etiquette 
and demeanour, customs and rituals, and horse sense.  For our purposes we can 
reduce these key elements to a set of beliefs about what is best course of action in a 
particular organisation. 
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Drawing on the discussion of perceived differences outlined in the previous section, 
the outsider-insider inter-cultural engagement can be framed in terms of three inter-
related bipolar tensions.  First, the relationship theme can be framed as a tension 
between outsider belief that it is best to share information and to include people in 
decision making to get perspectives and to get buy-in versus insider belief that it is 
best to exclude people from information and decisions because it could be 
inflammatory, have big-P political implications, they can’t be trusted, and they are 
not-us (refers to internal boundaries). 
 
Second, outsiders believe that it is best to have the latitude to make decisions 
unfettered by paper and procedure versus insider belief that it is best to place strong 
limitations on decision latitude to reduce the risk of poor decisions and to reduce the 
risk of the always high risk of embarrassing error.  Third, and underpinning the 
previous two tensions, outsiders believe that it is best to share power, to delegate 
down versus insider belief that power is best (safest) located at the top of the 
organisation to reduce risk. 
 
There is no suggestion that one pole is necessarily best in all circumstances.  In the 
experience of the participants in this study the tension seems polarised – there is a 
strong commitment to the insider pole (exclusion, limit discretion, centralise power).  
From the perspective of dialectic change dynamic discussed in the introduction, the 
success of injecting outsiders into the public sector relies on creating an environment 
within which oppositional forces can be played out.  Outsiders have the opportunity to 
challenge insider beliefs (and the practices that go with these beliefs). 
 
On the basis of this very limited data it seems that the prospect of culture change as a 
result of infusing outsider managers into the public sector may be limited, at least 
until there is more careful management of the process.  There was more evidence of 
the system changing the person than the person changing the system, and an increase 
in the probability of losing the outsiders from the public service. 
 
The key impediment to the possibility of culture change appears to be that the 
strongly held pre-existing cultural beliefs (exclusion, limited latitude, and low 
distribution of power) constrained the very dynamic that might produce change 
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(dialectical or oppositional processes).  As discussed in the introduction, from this 
perspective successful change emerges from a period of inter-culture (belief) conflict.  
Out of this conflict emerges (1) the adoption of the new set of cultural assumptions, 
(2) cultural synergy, that is, some synthesis of outsider and insider beliefs, or (3) 
reinforcement of the pre-existing cultural beliefs.  While it is not altogether clear at 
this point, it does seem that pre-existing beliefs were reinforced rather than 
challenged. 
 
There is evidence, though limited, that the dialectical change motor can work in 
public management contexts.  In the introduction we discussed Dent’s (1992) research 
on the shift from a railway culture to a business culture as a result of the injection of 
private sector managers.  While it is not altogether clear from Dent’s report, in that 
case the private sector managers seemed at critical times to work together and 
presumably provided mutual support for their efforts to challenge pre-existing beliefs.  
In the cases reported here, the managers were isolated from support of like-minded 
managers. This need for support may explain the tendency of some managers to try to 
bring their own people with them when they enter a new organisation or 
organisational sub-unit. 
 
What conditions would increase the likelihood of the prospect of functional inter-
cultural conflict and change in public sector organisations?  Challenging pre-existing 
ways of thinking and practices, especially vertically, seems problematic in compliance 
oriented cultures (Schofield, 2001).  More research needs to be undertaken on this 
issue, if culture change is going to be an achievable outcome. 
 
One point is clear, if public organisations are to gain the benefits from managers who 
cross sectors, then there needs to be a greater investment in organisational 




We were interested in the extent to which transitioning senior managers felt that their 
transition was facilitated by formal or informal organisational socialisation tactics.  
None of the participants in this research had their transition into the public sector 
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facilitated.  There seemed to be an expectation that the more senior the role a manger 
moved into, the less they required this type of support and the more they were on their 
own.  Indeed, having senior managers ask questions about the right way to approach 
something, or the right person to talk to, may be seen to reflect a lack of ability.  The 
consequence, however, is a socialisation strategy akin to the “sink or swim” principle 
or individualised socialisation (Jones 1986) which has been shown to be less effective 
than institutionalised socialisation (Ashforth et al 2007). 
 
As discussed in the previous section, there is a paradox involved in this socialisation 
process.  It would appear that public sector managers are managing this transition 
process using practices consistent with the pre-existing management culture, the very 
thing that the infusion of outsiders is meant to influence.  Public managers responsible 
for achieving change need to recognise and work with this paradox. 
 
Nevertheless, if the efficacy of the injection strategy is to be improved, more attention 
needs to be given to helping these managers make the transition successfully.  If 
public organisations want to get best value from private sector managers brave 
enough to make this transition, there needs to be support mechanisms that allow and 
encourage the creation of environments that sanctions inter-idea conflict and at the 
same time protects the individual from adverse health or emotional consequences. 
 
Public organisations may then need to review the ways in which they socialise 
outsider managers who make the transition.  Performance review interviews, 
assigning mentors, sanctioning counter-cultural behaviour, protecting them from and 
helping them resist socialisation provide avenues to have the conversation about 
transition within the reporting hierarchy.  In addition, public managers may need to 
give more attention to what cultural rules or assumptions would be worth challenging 
and which can not be challenged. 
 
The strength of story as a way of sharing these transition points was highlighted.  
Anecdote and “horror stories” were one way in which the invisible was made visible.  
However, there are serious limitations inherent in our research that influence the 
confidence that can be placed in our conclusions.  First, the sample size is small and 
may not be representative of those who make this transition.  A larger and more 
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representative sample may bring forth alternative experiences and culture change 
outcomes.  Nevertheless, the results of this study are broadly consistent with larger 
scale quantitative studies of culture change (Parker & Bradley 2000).  Second, the 
stories reported reflect an intense and negative experience of the transition into the 
public sector.  This is not altogether surprising and does reflect transition experience 
more generally. 
 
Despite the limitations of our research, we do believe there are clear implications for 
practice.  First, public sector managers responsible for creating culture change in their 
organisations need to spend more time considering what cultural beliefs impede 
organisational outcomes and what new cultural beliefs need to be embedded.  Second, 
much more attention needs to be given to managing the transition of private sector 
managers into the public sector.  Achieving culture change and performance 
improvement outcomes would seem less likely if newcomers are left to their own 
devices.  If public managers responsible for change want to add value from the 
experience of these managers they need to provide them with some level of protection 
against socialisation to the pre-existing culture. 
 
Future research directions are suggested.  First, we are in the process of developing a 
larger scale research project to clarify and extend the results of this study.  In 
particular, we are interested in investigating the question of the value of infusing 
outsiders into the public sector.  It might be argued that the public sector should seek 
to identify those within the sector who have intimate knowledge of the public sector 
and at the same time show evidence of counter cultural beliefs consistent with those 
required to build a new public management.  Identifying, developing and promoting 
such people may be more likely to influence the culture than bringing in outsiders. 
 
On the other hand, developing cross sector experience may have longer term value, 
even if it is somewhat problematic in the shorter term.  In addition, more work on the 
experience of public sector managers who enter the private sector would contribute to 
greater flexibility.  Recent work on the concept of cultural intelligence (Earley 2004) 
would seem to have relevance.  The concept was developed in the context of thinking 
about crossing national boundaries however it may also have value in sector crossing. 
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In conclusion we draw on a quote from Barry, Berg & Chandler (2006):   
There will be many voices in the clamour of change, and they may or may not 
be in favour of the principles or the implications involved. But they will be 
voicing legitimate concerns that have been largely silent in the literature on 
the NPM and governance. Top-down approaches to change take no account of 
these insistent, seemingly dissonant, voices, which strive to be understood in 
the imbroglio (445) 
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